
Josephine Albright 
11570 SW 88th Court, Ocala, FL 34481-5092 

November 30.2005 1058 PM 

Representative Cliff Steams 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2370 Raybum House Office Bldg. 
"rashington, DC 20515-0001 

Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

DEG 3 O 2005 

_,, .teams: .. , 

I nave serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund,(USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifhng the fimding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pas5 along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely. 

Josephine Alhright 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 

. .  . .  , 



.. 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
U.S. Senate 
284 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

1 ha\ ~ .erious cop- 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including n.-, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance. pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A tlat fer tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a tlat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank y w  for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely 

Bonnie iiorecmy 

L) .. .~ ._._ . .+'a1 Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change E. 

C C '  

FCC General Email Box 
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Romola Fritz EC 3 0 2005 j 
3609 Jaguar Place, Fort Collins, CO 805 

November 1,2005 1032 AM , ,, . . ., ,,..-.--.A 

Senator Ken Salazar 
U S  Senare 
702 tr-- 

J-VUUI 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

, 8 ,  

Dear Senator Salazar: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sinccrcly. 

Romola I ritL 

cc: 
The t ederal Communications Commission 

,.. 



Judson M Smith 
PO Box 912 ,Bowling Green, VA 22427 

November30,2005 11:lOPM 

Senator John Warner 
US.  Senate 
225 Russell Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 70'1 0-0001 

Subject: Re: F al-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Wal .~r :  

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Judson M Smith 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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, , ,  
- Michael Clark 

PO BOX 112 , Milo, ME 04463-01 12 1 '  I 
. ,. *,~-* ' 

I \ November 1,2005 10:42 AM 

"- 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Collins: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constibents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a mouth. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to lowvolume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Clark 

cc. 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Phyllis Bodie 
199W North Ave. Apt.#lIO, West Chicago, IL 60185-6231 

November 1,2005 10:47 AM 

Representative Dennis Hastert 
US. House of Representatives 
235 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 I DEC 3 0 2005 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Do 
I 

." 

Dear Representative Hastert: ' ' ' . 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family a d  neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. h d  according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Phyllis Bodie 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Cla&T&o 
1075 Scottswoad Dr.Monument. CO8Ol32-8449 

Senator Wayne Allard 
US.Senate 
521 Dirksen SenateOfficeBuilding 
Washington, Dc20510-ooO1 

Subject RsFederal-State Joint B w r d o n  UniverJalServiceCCDocket % - 5  

Dear Senator Allard: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' K C )  position to change the Universal Sewice 
Fund (USF) collection method t o a  monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and nei&bm, 
will he negatively impeded by theunfair change proposed hy theFCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue h i s .  Peoplewho use more pay more into the system. If the FCC w e .  
t h a t s y s t e m t o a f l a t f e t h a t  means thatsommnewhousesonethouMndminutesamonthof longdistance,)xlysthesame 
amount into thefundassommnewhouses~rominutesof longdistanceamonth. Gnsti tuentswhouse their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing ly). 

Afla t  fee taxcouldcauseman~~~~~lumelongdistanceusen,liBstudents,prepaidwireleleasu~rs,seniorcitizensandlow- 
income residential and mral ronsumem,bogiveup their phones due tounaffordable monthly increasea on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burdenof theUSFfromhighdume tolow-volumeusenis~adicalandunnffearanl. 1naddition.it wuld  havea 
hiehly detrimental effect on s m a l l  busin- all acmm America. 
~ e ~ p U S F F a i ~ ~ i t i ~ n , o f w h i = h l a ~ * m e ~ ~ ,  k e e p  meinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todateinformation on thei~"-ehite,indudinglinlcr toFCCinformetion. Whilelamaware that federal lawdoenot  require 
companiestorffovel;or"~-along'thesefeestotheircustomen,the~~itg isthat they do. ~ a ~ o ~ 8 u m e r I w u l d l i k e e n s u r e I  
amchargedfairly. II theFCCgoetoanu&rstaxed.my servicewillcost mom Andaccording totheccalition'srecent 
meeting~withtopH3Co~=ials,theFCChaspl~stochangetoefBt feesystemsoonandwithout legislation. 

lwillcontinue to monitor developments on the ismeandcontinue to spread the word to my community. I reguest youpess 
along my concerns tothe~~Conmybe~f,lettingthemlvlowhowallat feetaxcoulddispropo~ionatelyaffect t h w i n  your 
constituency. 

ThanLyouforyoul.continuedw~kand1 lookforward tohearing ahout y o u r p t i o n o n  thiametter. 



I DEc 3 ,, ?(, Richard Wickman 
3508 Dairy Valley Trail , Ellicott City, MD 21042-3737 

. 

--"._ 
Senator Barbara Mikulski 
US.  Senate 
503 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint BoarL. on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senato ' ,Is', 

I have s( 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a n.onthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Richard Wickman 

-V..I~..Ia .,garding the Federal Communications Corm?%ssions' (FCC) position to change the 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



I:<:Is Kcpscsenhiivc lieimey: 

1 ! m e  serious cwiceriis regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
V '  'vet ,a1 S e w < <  Fuml \USIF) collcction method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
n 1 ,  I C  ids, fii !:itly a n d  inciglilhrs, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

A wi: !.IIUW 1JSF is ciirrently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
F, ' cl .ingcs  lint system to a llar Ute, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
d ,.,c 

( 

i', i:.(t i:,c tax could caiise many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
ail,! lo\v-iiiconic residential and rum1 consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 

ilie same amoiwit i i i ! o  the fund as someone who uses zero minutes oflong distance a month. 
i i , : c i i i s  \\I10 u s e  t l ic i r  lil:jitrt! iresources wisely shouldnotbe penalized for doing so. 

t l ~  I'uiid~,ip burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
II L'CC mry. 1 : )  : d d i  
1 ',:, '!I LIS: i i i ;  C 

I. i t  \\ ould liave a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
Iiiim:, o f  b b  hich I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 

P slL.:.:,s a l ;  ! ,,,,to te i i i f \ ) r i~i : , !  ion on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
,lies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 

.\i :I i 'oi iswicr 1 w m ~ l d  : i : :c ensure I am charged fairly. Ifthe FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
,c Coalition'srecent meetings withtopFCC officials, theFCC hasplans to 
I without legislation. 
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; I  c 4 i i i i c  to nioiiiiur dc, clopiiients on the issue and continue to spread the word to my comU& I request 
l m s s  , I ) I I I I :  m y  c o i i i c r i i s  I , )  thc I'CC oil my behalf, lettingthemknow how a flat fee taxcoulddisproportionately 
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111 T o  : < , L I I  c, ' i i i i ~ i c ~ l  ' ~ , 0 ! 1 .  and I look forward to hearing about your positionon this matter. 



332 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Durbin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, includjng me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my c o m h t y .  I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert KohleI 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Lynne Gilkes 

5133 Venetian Blvd N E ,  St. Petersburg, FL 33703 

Senator Bill Nelson 
U.S. Senate 
716 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

. ,  '! 
Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious  concern^ regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constihlents, including me, 
my friends, family aod neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays thc same anmunt into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consnmers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shiliin~ the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. 111 addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and u p  to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does uut require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a c o i ~ s i ~ m c r  1 would like ensure I amcharged fairly. Ifthe FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. i\nd according to t l ic Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fcc system boon and without legislation. 

I will continue to nionitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along m y  ~oiicrrns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect thosc in your coi~stitiiency. 

Tlmk you fur your ciiurimied work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Lynne Gilkes 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



6225 Red Cedar Circle, Greenacres, FL 334@-83 i 

November 1,2005 11:36 AM 

-- ...-.__ 

I 

Senator Bill Nelson 
U.S. Senate 
716 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

1 have senous concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessq. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Joseph Kalman 

cc: 

' . .  i , 
I' 

The Federd Communications Commission 
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Joan DeBoer f ~ [ ; ~ i " j ~ - t { ]  & ,, 

1705 Springwood Drive, Modesto, CA 95350 I 
D E C  3 0 2uo5November 1,2005 11:35 AM 

Senator Barbara Boxer 
US. Senate 
112 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me: 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the Same amount into the iimd as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessay. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fonvard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joan DeBoer 

, . . . ,  cc: * ,I .,. . 
The Federal Communications Commission . ... . .  . 
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David Tomasetti 
1308 Norway Maple Court, New Cumberland, PA 17070-2222 , .. , 

~, .' I 

-' \ November 1,2005 11:37 AM 
1 \ is.\,..,. ,"+"r*+.p+B; 
\ I 
1 DEG 3 o 2005 i 

i 
Senator Arlen Specter 
U S. Senate 
71 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205104 1001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

David Tomasetti '~ 
, .  

.. , cc: 
The Federal Cammunications Commission i :" :  , 
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, ,.-- - ~ .y, \*y..- Dorothy Britton 
139 Hunt Estates Drive, waynesville, NC 2878 9747 ifc<, 3 '" 

\ 3 4  November 30,2005 11:14 PM 

Representative Charles Taylor 
U S .  House of Representatives 
23 1 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Taylor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to. a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 
,. 

Dorothy Britton , , ,  , ,  

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Senator Chuck Grmley 
US. Senate 
135 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington. DC 20510-OOO1 

SUbjeckReFederal-State Joint Boardon UniversalServiceCCDket 96-45 

Dear Senator Grassley : 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commission.' (FCC) position to chanae the Univerd  Sewice 

Fund (USF) collection methal toa monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
will be negatively impacted by theunkirchangeprop=dby theFCC. 

A. you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Il the FCC changes 
thatsystem toaf la t  fee.that meanathatsomeonewhou~onethouMndminutesamonthoflongdistance,paysthesame 
amount into thefundassomeonewhousea.e,ominutesof longdistanceamonth. Conttituentrwhouse their limitedresources 
wisely should not be p e n a l i d  for doing M). 

A flat fee tax could muse many low-volume long distance use9 like students, prepaid w i d e l e s s  users, senior citizens and low- 
inameresidentialandNralronaumers, togiveup theirphone due tounaffordablemonthly increaseson theirbills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume usms is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all a c r m  America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCmlition,of whichIamamembex, keeps meinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todateinformation on theirwehsite,includi.glinlrs toFCCinformation. WhileIamaware that federallawd- not r q u i r e  
companies torecover,or"passalong'thesefeeatotheircustomers,thereality isthat they do. Asaconsumel.IwouldlikeensureI 
amchayedfaidy.  IftheFCCg-toanu&m texedmyservicewillmst mom Andaccording totheCoalition'srecent 
meetingswithtopFCCofficials,theFCChasplanstochangetoaflatfeesystemsoonandwithoutlegislation. 

I will continue to monitor de-lopments on the issueandcontinue tospread the word to my community. I request y o u p m  
along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately effect those in your 
constituency. 

Thank llouforyourcontinuedwo~kaand1 lookforward tohearing about yourpositionon this matter. 

Sincerely, 

James Baileg 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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520 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Craig: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the fundmg burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal k w  does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Edwin Malloy 
, ,  

cc: 
. r  The Federal Communications Commission 

, /  . ,  
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Senator Robert Byrd 
USSenate 
311 Hart Senate Office Buildiag 
W d i a g t o n .  Dc 2@510-0001 

SUbjatRw.Federal-State Joint BoardonUniversalSewiceCCDocket 96-45 

D e a r  Senator Byrd: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications CommisPions'(FCC)vition tochange the Universal Service 
Fund (USF)collection method toa  monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends family and neighbors, 
willbenegatively impaded by t h e u n f a i r c h a n g e p r o d  by theFCC. 

Asyouknow,USFiscu,~entlycoll~tedonalevenuebalis. Pmplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchaages 
t h a t s y ~ t e m t o a f l a t f e t ~ t  med~~t~t~ommnewhou8e .o~ethousandminutesamonthof  loagdistance,payathesame 
amount into the fundassomeonewho wesrerominutesof longdistanceamonth Constituentswhouse their limitedresources 
wisely should not be penalizedfordoing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcawemany l~-lume1o~distanceweralilcestudents,prepaidwireleasuaers,seniorcitirensandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increase on their hills. Shifting 
the Lnding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume we,* is radical and u n n v .  In addition, it would haw a 
h ~ h l g  detrimental effect on small husineses all across America 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,ofwhichIamamembel;k~~meinformedabouttheUSFisPuewithmonthly newslettexs andup 
todateinformatiqn on theirwebgite,includi.8linlw toFCCinformation. Whilelamaware that federallawdoes not require 
companiesro~~ove~,or"pruralong"thesefeeototheircustomera. thereality isthat they do. Asaconsume~Iwouldliensul.eI 
amchargedfairly. If theFCCgoestoanumbers tad,mysewicewilIcastmore. Anda-rdingtotheCoalition;recent 
meetingswithtopFCCofficials,theFCChasplans tochangetoaflatfeesystemaaonandwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentso~ theissueandcontinue tospreadthewordtomycommunity. Irequest y o u p  
along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf. lettiag them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately &ect those in your 
constituency. 

Thank you for your~ntinuedwo~kandIlookforwardtoheariagaboutyourpooitiononthirmatter. 

Sincerely. 

BonnieHawkins 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commiarion 
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R;&dW.Wd 
2587 Magellan Lane, Vista, C4 92081-8710 

November I, 2005 1132 AM 

Senator B a r h a  Boxer I 
US.Senate 
112 b d  SenateOflice Buildina 

Debr Senator Ekes 

I have serious concerns regarding theFederalGmmunicationsCommissions'(fCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbon. 
will be negatively impacted by the unfair chBnge proposed by the FCC. 

As you know,USFiscunently collededonarevenueb. Peoplewhousemorepy moreintothesystem. If theKCchanges  
thatsystem toaflatfee,that meansthatsomeonewhouseoonethousandminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into thefundassomeonewhouses.erominutesof longdistanceamonth. Constituentswhouse theirlimitedresources 
wisely should not be penalized fordoing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelongdistanceusen,likeatudents,prepaidwirelessuser~,seniorciti~ensandlow- 
income residential and mral consumen, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly inmeaseo on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from hihYolume tolow-volume usen is radical andunneesway. In addition. it would havea 
h a h l y  detrimental effect on small busin- all acrm America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCmlition,of whichIamamember, keeps meinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettenandup 
to date information on thei,,weLxite, including links to K C  information. While I am aware that federal law does not reqvire 
companiestorecovesor"passa10ng'thesefees tothei~custome~thereality isthat they do. As~econsumerIwouldlikeensureI 
amchargedfairly. If theKCg-toanumbers taxed,my servicewillcost more. AndaccordingtotheCmlitionbr~ent 
meetingswithtopKCofficiala,theKChasplanstochangetoaflat feesystemsoonandwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillcontinue tomonitordevelopmentson theisrueandcontinue tospreadtheword tomy community. I request youpass 
alo~myconcernstotheKConmybehalf,lettingthemhowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisp~oportionatelyaffed th-in your 
constituency. 

~mankyoufo,gourcontinuedwo~kandIlookforwaidtoheari~about yourpxitionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Richard W d  

cc 
The Federal Communications Commisrion 



Heather Crum 
946 Minnesota Ave. , Owatonna, MN 55060-3647 

November 1.2005 11:35 AM 

Senator Mark Dayton 
US. Senate 
123 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

DEC 3 0 2005 
. . e  

P l P  *[ b i d )  i 
I , I  .b Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9 6 - b - t  -. i . ~ ...... 

Dear Senator Dayton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Heather Crum _ I  , I  

. .  
. ,  cc: 

, ,  The Federal Cominunications Comnii'ssion , .  
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Harold Orndorff 

I 31 1 Johns Hill Road, Highland Heights, KY 41076-1412 DEL 3 0 2UUS 

Representative &off Davis 
U.S. House of Representatives 
15 14 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Davis: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and mral consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fornard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Harold Omdo&€ ' 

cc: 
The Federal Communicati6ns Commission 
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Senator Bill Nelson 
US. Senate 
716 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unafhrdable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jay Smith 
, ,  

cc: 
The Federal Conmunicdtime Commissior, ! ' .  
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Linda Teach I I 
I-<,,,*b->'<'j{!#. av!. .' M J Q M  3 

____i 
~ _- 607 Fairacres Road, Wayne, NE 68787 

November 1,2005 11:31 AM 

Senator Chuck Hagel 
US .  Senate 
248 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hagel: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
umecessary. In addition, it would haveh highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Teach 

. . .  cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Novembei 1,2005 11:24 AM I DEC 3 0 2005 I 

Senator Charles Schumer 
US. Senate 
3 13 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it wouldha.je a highly debimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

lynn jorgensen 

cc: 
The Federal Conmiunkations Codunissiok 
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November 1,2005 11:12AM 

Senator Judd Gregg 
US.  Senate 
393 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Gregg: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and mal consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it won!d haxve a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Blake 

cc: 
The Federal Communicatians Commission 
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